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Albuquerque, NM, Hyatt Regency, for MPRRC & WRRC states 
October 29-30, 2007
State Participants: Roy Anderson (AK); Carol Crawford (AZ), Gail Bornfield (AZ), Cheryl “Li” Walter (CA), Janet Canning (CA), Cyndi Boezio (CO),  Jacque Hyatt (ID), Monica Ballay (LA), Nikke Sandve (MT), Jolene Palmer (NE), Donna Aksamit (NE), Carlos Romero (NM, Tomás Lopez (NM), Kimberly Ingram (OR), Bruce Schroeder (UT), Daniel Morgan (UT), Hollie Pettersson (UT), Amber Roderick-Landward (UT), Tonya Middling (WA), Deb Bilzing (WI), Jim Frasier (WI), Holly Garrad (WY), Susan Wagner (WY)
TA&D Center Participants: Larry Fuller (NM PTI), Barbara Buswell (Region 5 PTAC/Peak), Beth Schaffner(Region 5 PTAC/Peak), Wayne Ball (MPRRC), Daphne Worsham (WRRC), Leslie Crysler (Signetwork)
Facilitator: Larry Wexler, OSEP

Note-takers: Audrey Desjarlais, SIGnetwork; and Daphne Worsham, WRRC
Teacher Retention Discussion
Presenter: Cyndi Boezio, Colorado

Implementation: Colorado’s Rural Mentor Project
We chose to start small and spent a year planning, working with Peak Parent Centers and other stakeholders to discuss the rural issues. Some of the stakeholders at these planning meeting joked that the best way to ‘retain teachers in rural areas is to marry them off ranchers’. Joking aside, an important factor in retaining rural teachers is to recruit from within the community. A second factor is to provide quality training/mentoring. Novices that have trained mentors are more prepared and more likely to stay in the teaching profession.  

Using our retention data, we piloted in our 3 highest need regions. We couldn’t do an exact matching with grade level of mentor/protégé. One mentor with one protégé is not realistic due to lack of mentors for the number of protégés. So we ran it as 3-to1, which turned out to be a poor idea. We also discovered that it is critical to involve protégés at parent teacher conferences so they can learn effective communication with parents and to have the opportunity to learn from parents about their children’s disabilities. 
Scaling-up Critical Components: 
· You must look at the systemic factors when building the infrastructure. For our program, thinking regionally was critical.

· The testimonies from the pilot sites is an effective marketing tool for other sites. 
· You need buy-in from not only special education directors, but also superintendents and principals. 
· You must make things dramatically easier for superintendents and principals to do and most importantly provide them with the time and cost saving figures. 
Evaluation:  Good evaluation provides a continuous feedback loop. We must build a data collection system right at the beginning. We learned from our surveys that mentors needed more skill building. The protégés asked for a stronger networking process. And the Directors wanted training on standards-based trainings regularly. From our interviews we found that protégés, mentors, and SPED directors valued the program.

Critical Elements for Sustainability:
· We provide video for training purposes. The mentors view them continuously. 
· It’s important to consider coverage and the dosage: ensure amount of time and intensity (2 observations)
· Coaches and regional teacher leaders

· Supported leadership 

Larry: One of the key items in implementation is site selection. What I found interesting is Colorado’s site selection. They didn’t choose a highly-populated center for their program.  Since the sites were small in population, why did you choose them? What was the cohort size? How much funding was devoted to the project?
Cindy, CO: We chose the rural regions for two reasons: 1) the need for teachers is higher in the rural areas than in metropolitan and 2) We already had mentor programs established in metro areas.  Since this wasn’t a major initiative, the project was funded $50,000 with a cohorts for the three regions are 4-6 teachers. 

Larry: The SIGs are needs driven. The Vermont SIG goal was to recruit/retain 5 speech pathologists in high needs districts. This initiative would not work in the huge state of California. There was an unintended outcome for the Vermont project -- the first 5 speech pathologists were hired by wealthy districts, not in the high needs districts. These wealthy districts paid the tuition for the newly hired cohort. The next year, participants in the program signed a contract requiring they work in a high needs district for two years. 

Larry: Any other retention initiatives/critical factors/successes/challenges?
Deb Bilzing, WI: Our regulations prohibit us from granting licensure to anyone unless they have a mentor for the first two years. In our mentor program we match content area/grade level with mentor/protégé. Every new educator has a Professional Development Plan.  The district funds the mentoring project.  Another unexpected outcome is the veteran teacher who became the mentor was revitalized professionally. Are retention rates are looking good. 

Dan Morgan, Utah: A critical component of our mentoring program is stability in leadership. Twelve district induction coordinators, who provide mentoring support to the new teachers, have been acting in their roles for 6 years. They are sophisticated in research and insistent with their collaborative activities. They even named themselves the Divas. 
Larry: When you talk about scaling-up it takes 3-5 years to get your innovation zones, but your performance measurements are required year 2. It’s challenging to do it but after a few more years the data speaks loudly.

Larry: The struggle between on-line v. face-to-face. Is it mentoring if it’s not face-to-face?
State: There isn’t much research out about on-line training. 

Dan Morgan, Utah: I attended a Poster Session at the OSEP Project Directors Conference. The presenters discussed the “Bug in the Ear” mentoring project. At separate locations computer cameras, wireless Bluetooth devices, USB, and SKYPE (robust online teleconference software system created in Holland) are setup for an online video conference between an IHE mentor/coach and the mentee/teacher. The cost of the technology is $200. This type of system allows three users to at time using video, audio, and/or text.  [Taken from the OSEP PD conference website: Cyber Coaching: An Innovative Online Model Using Real-Time Video and Audio Technology to Improve General and Special Education Teacher Quality. Presenters: Marcia Rock, and Madeleine Gregg, University of Alabama. In this session, presenters will describe how to construct a computer-assisted video and audio technology system to supervise practitioners online and provide them with feedback in real time. Also, presenters will demonstrate how this cutting edge approach works and discuss how it has helped practitioners translate research into practice.]

Barbara Buswell, PEAK: We also use SKYPE for our meetings and trainings
LW: Are parents aware of the mentoring programs?

Barbara: Yes some are aware. We are trying to get parents involved with indicator 8 and to address the issue of technology and how it’s used. Some of the parent leadership programs, we use face-to-face or one-to-mentor via email.

Dan Morgan, UT: There is debate about mentors/coaches and how direct or indirect the approach is.  

Larry: Is data collected on teacher perceptions regarding the direct/indirect relationship of mentor to mentee?
Dan Morgan, UT:  Yes. Sometimes teacher will like it, others don’t and the need it.

Janet Canning, CA: We fund $3000 for each new teacher for 3 years. The standardized curriculum that we have adopted is the based on work of the New Teacher Center, UC Santa Cruz. It’s an event module. It’s a two year impressive system approach - Teach, evaluate, adjust, re-teach. We hire a locally based support person for protégés. We offer three credentials. The CFAST (CA formative assessment for teachers) program is based on general education. Part of what we did in 90s, is launch a partnership sped group to modify the CBEST materials to align with the SPED issues not included in the BTSA  (Beginning Teacher Support program). We try to include SPED innovations within existing systems rather than having an entirely different system.
Janet Canning, CA: Our chancellors office just completed a study on retention – The top two reasons teachers stay and leave 1) gen and sped collaboration (how good or bad) and 2) administrative support . How can we track this in teams and schools sites – a challenge for evaluators. 

LW: What decisions are you making in terms involving the IHEs in induction/retention programs?
Deb Bilzing, WI: We have three hubs working with IHEs and one is teacher training. They were aware that they needed to improve in both gen/sped training programs. We work with universities to provide mini grants to determine what teacher training results in improvement in academic/behavior performance. 
Larry: We posted a proposal for an IHE to integrate both their general and special education teacher training programs. Bonnie Jones is the OSEP Project Officer. We had very few applicant submissions. There is talk about posting a similar RFP in the future. 
RTI
Presenter: Holly Garrard, Wyoming
We’re in the second year of our SPDG (2006-2011) and finishing up our first SIG this week. For our RTI initiative, our program stakeholder group met for about a year and developed a draft procedures document. The stakeholders group included representatives from every education area and reading first. 
Site Selection: We are still in the process of defining our model and have collaborated briefly with Montana in determining criteria for our model sites. For the first year, districts applied to participate in the RTI program. We had 5 participating schools for the first round. We are about to begin the second round. We have 3 practitioners each presenting their 3 perspectives or versions of rti. (See handouts for application process)
For year two we have 8 participating schools. We hired a trainer (Joe Witt), see handout for others involved in the training. 
Have both an internal and external advisory team
Evaluation:  When it comes to evaluation a Will Rogers motto comes to mind, “Even if you’re on the right track you’ll get run over if you aren’t going in the right direction.” We make efforts to collect only the data that’s necessary and nothing more so we don’t over burden the schools. We use an online data collection system and report the data back to the schools so they can use the information in a timely manner.
Surveys: We have four surveys to be completed by RTI leaders and/or team members to track success at each site (details of each on the handout):

· Self assessment survey 
· School profile 
· RTI information survey (what are the school’s tier 2 and 3 reading interventions, and other questions of this type)

· End of year survey (is the school moving ahead, they may be doing what they are supposed to but are they having the desired effect at the school level) 
One of our outcomes is to identify which tier 2 and 3 interventions in math and reading are the most effective. This spring, will do a couple of focus groups on PBS – at least two schools that are doing really well and two that aren’t. We will try to identify the differences.
Sustainability: Our goal is to have at least one RTI site in each district – same with PBIS.
Most schools seem to want to do one at a time, even though they are two halves of the same triangle. 

Q & A with Presenter, Holly Garrard

Q – Are most of your sites elementary?

A – Yes, we have had others apply but felt the elementary was the most needy –  we have  one middle school right now that we are considering
Q – What do schools get when they sign an agreement?

A –  School teams get two 2-day trainings with Joe Witt. They receive a training manual and other materials. The school teams will meet again in Jan and share with each other what they’ve done so far.  They also get the $1000 subgrant. We make it clear they have to do the evaluation activities too. Districts pay travel expenses, substitutes, other costs for these roughly 6 days a year of training activities. We may need to make some adjustments in training as some districts are really ready to go and others are rather sluggish.

Q – Technical assistance: is there someone in the districts that provides this kind of assistance?
A – We haven’t done it yet but we’re building in a coaches’ training for RTI and PBS.
Q – Are you looking at pre and post test student level data? Identification rates?

A – We plan to but we aren’t yet.

RTI Discussion

LW – Tigard Tualitin (Oregon) is often held up as an example and what they will say is that using their RTI model they didn’t reduce the number identified but they identified kids earlier and so their academic outcomes were better in the long run. Please remember response to intervention does not exist in the statute. RTI is one approach to use for LD identification.  It is not required – it’s an option – and “it’s not branded”  one tier, two… etc. There are a lot of variations in models. 

LW:  How did you decide on the schools sites?  Initially and as they expanded?
WY –  The sites volunteered and applied. We did reject a couple. One district submitted 3 schools and we didn’t feel they were all ready. One had too many initiatives already running (8 strands of professional development was not the commitment to rti).
Kimberly. OR: Tigard Tualitin was paid by OR SEA to do statewide training on rti. SEA looking at how to help districts implement/scale-up over the next four years. All principals and superintendent in the district have to sign a document supporting  the model before they were included in the program. The districts were required to respond to several questions to determine the district’s readiness. Our 22 districts are in very different places, we’re requiring that they have an RTI coach that we will train, and they will then lead in the district. We know some may have to be re-trained (with 250 schools) and some won’t be consistent. 

Rorie Fitzpatrick, NV:  We looking at leadership skills of the principals, their facilitator styles and effectiveness in this second year of the pilot. We’re hoping to see schools that have a lot of success early on, demonstrate strong leadership.
LW – Clark County, NV is implementing the statewide model but modified as the district is so big (opening a school a month). At this scale, is essential to meet with all the district directors frequently so they can have a shared understanding with leadership across the state. 
Jacque Hyatt, ID: We’re moving from model sites to full state implementation. We’ve had selected sties for 8 years. We have the application process, funding each site $3000. There are a mix of districts and schools applying.  The reorganization at the state level – combining federal programs – changed the perspective at the district level and now everyone wants to do RTI. We are now discussing what that looks like, how to find enough trainers, etc.  We are partnering with the NWCC. ID may have been selected as one of the states for the center on instruction to focus their efforts. 
LW: Are there other filters, basic requirements or anything else sites have to have before they can be considered eligible to be a model site? 
Janet Canning, CA: We looked at whether the sites were timely in attending to corrective actions, performance level in assessments, we considered them red flags but it made us look further, not necessarily to eliminate them.
Kimberly Ingram, OR: Sites must adopt solid core curriculum and that requires stakeholder involvement (5 core elements of reading) – referenced reading first curriculums. Districts need to identify what they are doing and tier 2 and 3 too. Some districts have struggled, they weren’t really ready, we encourage them to apply again.

Carlos Romero, NM: We are following the indicators to see which schools need assistance, interventions, and we are making it mandatory for those schools that didn’t meet requirements. We are making it mandatory for these district but we are also asking for their input as to how it will be implemented. Some sites were already participating, but not the district, so that was also a consideration in site selection.

LW: There is a National RTI Summit in December. NASDSE has been working on RTI for several years – all the TA centers are helping to support it. Title I directors are getting behind it. A letter of invitation for the summit was sent to state chiefs. State teams must have broad stakeholder membership in order to attend.

Q – At the federal level for funding RTI activities is there $$ in gen ed to support RTI activities? 
A – (LW): I don’t think so. When the Comp Center System was re-competed we had some input that lead to the creation of the content centers, which OSEP co-funds. There’s now the joint conference every year (overlaps in the middle of T&D and the CC conference). 

LW: WA state has an interesting approach. Their whole SIG is statewide RTI. It’s not a Special Ed initiative. Of the three tiers –  Gen. ed. funds tier 1, early intervening funds tier 2, and Sp.ed./SIG funds tier 3. 

Tonya Middling, WA: We have strong partnerships with reading first and title I – embedding RTI  into the trainings.  We’re looking at it from multiple perspectives and the team at the state office has representation from all the federal programs. Published an RTI manual last year – followed with statewide trainings. Sixteen out of 55 schools have enhanced Reading First support. Use of DIEBELS was part of the participation criteria. 
Q – Is there a guidance paper on the provision of services and how that impacts each of the various divisions? 

LW – Check with Joanne Cashman at NASDSE to see if they’ve done anything like this in the partnership    Also check with Grace Duran Zumora, Tina diamond, and Ingrid Oxaal – Project Officers for some of the 2007 new SIGs.
Q – In writing new sig proposal this year is the WA funding model required? 

A – (LW) No. You define your state need and your state culture and your state history and what fits in that context. Creative funding is a good thing, but it’s not an issue of selling it to the reviewers, it’s a matter of what works for the kids in your state. 

LW – Does anyone notice connections between RTI and behavior?

OR – Kim – Districts are setting their own RTI model - protocols as to how students are targeted for the levels. We’re asking them to look at the behavior data at the same time. We are training district teams and coaches to blend the two models and how to use the data collected. We are focusing on training the teams and coaches, so they can analyze the data, not our office. Statewide leadership teams for PBIS is an infrastructure already in place that we are connecting with. Coordinators hired by the SIG will train coaches in reading instruction, RTI and PBIS.  They’ve been part of reading first or PBIS programs previously. Districts will create a district-wide action plan. Some of the biggest districts are a part of this, though Portland isn’t.  One of the critical features is our grant’s focus on sustainability. That’s why there’s so much focus on developing the coaching structure, the district leadership team, so they will be there when the SIG dollars go away. 

HQT – Day 2
Presenter: Bruce Schroeder, Utah
We’ve always had a chronic shortage of teachers in Utah. The HQT requirement has been another challenging issue for our state. HQT requires sped teachers to have a bachelors degree and have certification in special education as well as demonstrate competency to teach core academic subjects. The first challenge in meeting our HQT goals was to match our data collection systems. A second issue was the high turnover in our director of licensure position, resulting in staff at the office of special education to become the experts in the HQT. 
Assessments: We borrowed from other states.  Nevada developed Praxis training video tapes, so we bought these tapes from them. We identified the elementary tests, but identifying high school multi-subject test was difficult. 
Pre-service We had an opportunity with the SIG to look at how universities were preparing teachers to be highly qualified. A third of the teachers in Utah are not highly qualified. We call it a highly qualified assignment. It’s critical to match their teaching assignment to their qualifications.
Licensure: We’ve made adjustments to licensure. 
Service Delivery: There is much written about co-teaching but little outcome data available, Utah has not adopted any co-teaching program. Utah is interested in seeing the evaluation in a few years from the states running co-teaching programs.
Professional Development: Making adjustments to PD for veteran teachers through the HOUSSE. 
Teachers from other states: There is a website to view all the states. Wyoming accepts teachers as HQ with other state HQ designations.
Evaluation: We haven’t done much in terms of evaluation. Highly-Qualified doesn’t necessarily translate to effective teacher. 

Sustainability: We have some Title II money to help districts to identify teachers who need to become HQ.

LW: HQT is a requirement for all states. The SIGs are not required but most states are addressing it in their SIGs. I negotiated with one the SIG proposals devoted completed to pre-service. 
Q: What % of teachers come from your state?
A: Twenty-three percent. 
LW: Why would a state dedicate 100% of its money to pre-service when 77% of its teachers are trained in another state.  From a SIG perspective, how are you handling HQT v. growing your own teachers? 

Deb Bilzing, WI: Our state was sited as having high percentage of HQ teachers, except for a tiny percent in special education. The issue we had is general education licensure program did not involve the special education. Wisconsin is proposing pre-service and in-service. I helped design a professional development model of Bruce Joy’s (et, al). The focus is helping universities in taking significant responsibility of training HQ. We have an IHE hub to engage all the stakeholders in moving forward. 

LW: How does WI plan on working with IHEs? 

WI: We plan to work with one IHE at a time and statewide. We’re looking at 2-yr and 4-yr, private/public IHEs. Our perspective is that the IHEs need to own it, it’s there initiative. We began the program with a few universities inviting their colleagues to come together to discuss how to move the initiative forward. WI DOE hosted the events, but now it’s becoming a state-wide initiative. Now more collaboration is occurring between 2-yr and 4-yr colleges. We’re providing mini-grants. We have innovation zones who present to their colleagues. We are now looking at what knowledge, skills, and deposition it takes to be an effective educator. 

LW: Is their anything coming from ‘the top’ directing universities to address HQT?

For example, NY funded the IHE to make the changes to their departments or they would lose their accreditation. 

Janet Canning, CA: We addressed hiring practices. When IDEA passed, I met with HQT gen ed. What did sped teachers of sig. disabilities need to become HQ. It took 22 months in consensus to address 22 FAQs on NCLB and HQTs. Transperancy in government policy with all the stakeholders – parents, community member, etc. was essential. We do not fire teachers who are not compliant, instead we support them to become compliant. We have teaching credential department separate from the DOE. State licensure board has opened reciprocity for teachers who’ve met NCLB requirements in other states.
LW: What is Ca’s SIG doing with licensure?

CA: Fifty-four schools produce sped credentialed teachers. We have an alternate pipeline process for sped internship credentialing – those who have a bachelors and have passed their single subject exam are eligible to work on their SPED credentialing.  State money funds the IHEs credentials for supporting the internship credentialing program. CSULA is being funded to expand their recruitment. 

California has experienced a 9% drop in numbers entering teacher education programs. 

Recruitment into the education is a concern. Revising our SPED credential structure to meet NCLB. We have a fifth year sped program. You can’t get a bachelors degree without 32 unit equivalent major for secondary level, language/math/science. They don’t need to take an exam. There are 26 recommendations for this credential report. (Janet – give this to Audrey). 
LW: I’d like to now talk about grow your own programs. Let’s begin with Idaho.
Jacque Hyatt, ID: Our program has grown over the years. We had many paraprofessionals who needed access to credentialing. We developed a 2 yr program using an on-line piece to go from para to teachers. We used University of Colorado’s Para Center materials and funded it through the SIG to set up the on-line programs. We’ll have our first cohort launched in January.
We now have articulation agreements between the 2-to-4 year colleges with the para programs. It’s all on-line of the para to teacher. They are sharing ftes which has been the biggest challenge in how the financial/HR programs of the various schools don’t align with one another. It’s for sped endorsement only right now, but plans to expand it. We don’t have outcome data as of yet to find out if this is effective.

For most of the para program participants it was the first time they had anything to do with higher education. All of these folks received letters from the president of the college when they finished with the first term of the program.
Cyndi Boezio, CO: A new Colorado law states that IHEs cannot have a bachelors program run more than 4 years. To meet the requirement, universities are now moving to a generalist v. specialist education. 
CO: The SIG funds the para center (Nancy French) to educate para professionals to teacher programs. The para centers do the mentoring, guiding of the participants. We also have set aside funds for those who don’t finish based on lack of finances. Upon completion of the program, participants are required to stay at their schools for another 2 years. When the project is completed, we’ll have 24 teachers which may sound small, but this is tremendously important in these rural areas. These para-to-teachers are invested in staying in these rural areas. 
LW: Does anyone have a district match for these programs?

Bruce Schroeder, UT: Grow your own. The districts have identified people with bachelors in some area, using funding from state to assist them in receiving qualifications, and SIG money to guide these participants. We have some retention data with retention findings higher than the rest of the country.
Barbara Buswell, PTI: Have any states done recruitment of parents with children with disabilities?

Janet Canning, CA: We do identify the parents with bachelors degrees. We found we lose people faster when they haven’t had any higher education experience. We had a pilot for District Intern Programs for mild moderate credential for three year teacher prep programs. They have the same recruitments as the IHEs. These district intern programs provided exam preparation as well, which has resulted in higher pass rates. 
LW: I encourage you all to do futures planning and consider on-line education. 
CA: Once the universities got over the shock of these district programs, they are now making adjustments to their own programs, especially in the area of exam preparation.
LW: Are there alternate things out there using this discretionary money that you want to explore? Thinking broadly in terms of teacher preparation, what are different approaches to solving the issue(s) of meeting HQT. The SIG budget is minimal compared to other funding sources.  It offers the opportunity of creating innovation zones. The best thing to do is to provide data that you have cultivated a program that you want to scale up in the state. 
Rorie Fitzpatrick, NV: Our SIG 2, which is a continuation of SIG 1, brings together the stakeholders – families, IHE, licensure groups - to form alignment. After 2 year process of data collection and analysis, we’ve concluded to move forward to develop teaching standards. We’re looking at New Jersey’s standards. What are the expectations for a beginning teacher or 5 year teacher? Now the state board will create regulations based on these agreements. If IHEs do not produce qualified teachers, then they won’t be accredited.
LW: Looking at the pass rate for exams, could be an indicator for accreditation for teacher prep programs. Are you using your SIGs to support these initiatives?
Holly Garrard, WY: There was a surplus of general ed teachers. We offered general Ed teachers an opportunity to participate in the skilled based programs for SPED. We had a program with our 2 yr colleges for distance and face-to-face for paras. 
Nikke Sandve, MT: Higher ED consortium started with aligning curriculums across the IHE prep program requirements.

LW: One of the great SIG investments took place in Connecticut. They took $20-30,000 to fund a partial FTE for a faculty member to lead an initiative at Southern Connecticut University. The appointed faculty member audited all the syllabi across the entire education department. SIG funded the meetings convened within the department. What they discovered was that misalignment existed.  They then addressed the misalignment.
Janet Canning, CA: Working with CTQ, we used $4,000/year to address low incidence programs. They funded a planning group to come up with a course competencies matrix for the CSU program so that the courses are transferable. However, it changes every year.
LW: At IHEs  general ed rarely has as many funding opportunities as sped. Thus, small amounts money offered to general education program can be quite effective. 
Literacy

Presenter: Janet Canning, California

For California SIG 2 we are running a Literacy Project which is focused on activities with the greatest impact on student results. Using an external evaluator and employing a strong student outcome focus in the initial design was critical. We’ve developed a large partnership and brought them together twice a year, following the data collection/reporting periods.

Our SIG Implementation Principles were based on the core values of the stakeholders group: Research-Based Practices, Data-informed decision-making, leveraging existing resources, and encouraging partnerships. We found that if you knew our bosses core values, then in their absent you could make decisions without them. 

Managing this initiative involved several steps. Pre-planning which involves looking at idea to pilot considerations, looking at analysis of cost/benefit options, and backward mapping timelines to procurement requirements. {See at Management slides]
Content implementation 

Step One: Positioning – We link to key state initiative based on content standards, curriculum frameworks, and instructional materials. We used content Standards from Ed Kameenui (University of Oregon) and the California Content Standards. From these content standards we developed  excellent curriculum frameworks, which included universal Learning, differentiated instruction, and instructional materials. 

Step Two: School Site Selection – We based our selection on an RFP. We looked at 2 years of improved performance of students with disabilities and overall. And we considered overall readiness factors. 

Step Three: System of Supports – Li will demo the evaluation tools we used to assist us in reflective practices. We have an on-line community of support. When you have leadership sites (innovation zones), we found they were bombarded with many questions of support. In order to reduce the negative impact of these support questions, we assist them to help others in addressing their concerns.
Evaluation:
The Evaluation Tools for this project includes, the Site Team Implementation Checklist (TIC)  (adapted from PBIS checklist, the Site Action Plan (SAP), and the Schoolwide Evaluation Tool (SET).  It’s critical to keep the end-user in mind when creating these tools.  
We review SAMM – a longitudinal data dump – for the cohort group going through this  program. 
Sustainability:

You need to begin with the end in mind, have continuous communication of expectations, and use continuous feedback of evaluation data. 
We looked at 3 school sites. They had positive performance over two years and we tinkered with it over a year. We found strong administrators and coaches were important. Our county office runs the county education programs. County offices were opened it up to charter schools. 

Q – Is the training on a specific reading methodology or is there a menu districts use, or Sopris West materials?

A –  A lot of materials from Sopris West. These were used as supplemental curriculum. Curriculum framework include benchmarks, strategic and intensive. The academies were used for struggling students in tier 2 and 3. SIG is using Anita Archer approach.
We are watching the non-public schools that are under contract to serve sped students to see if there are any innovative practices. Districts that apply must have corrected noncompliance, 2 years improved results. We want to be reinforcing compliance and timely correction.
LW: First thing to do in writing a SIG is to consider what will be different in your state? What questions is this money going to answer? Have your state initiatives utilized a menu of choices, or do you put forth….”here’s what we support”?
Jacque Hyatt, ID: We tie closely to reading first which includes a menu, which we follow. Our past reading initiative resulted in a set of approved materials.

Q – Do the districts buy the materials?
A – Janet – yes, and then the state reimburses them.  You are free as an LEA to buy what you want, but if it’s on the list the lea gets reimburse something like 80%
Q – What about the training to use the materials?
A – That’s up to the districts. We have a lead coach at each school site.
Q – Do you now have data regarding moving students along the proficiency continuum? 

A – The grant is written around % above proficient, so we are looking at the data all along the continuum. ERIA annual report tracks movement below the proficiency bar. We have seen positive movement. Trend line was positive for three years, but showed slippage in this last, fourth, year. 
Q – Are you focused on secondary?

A – Almost all secondary, that was the way it was marketed, but there are some elementary sites included. NCLB testing 3,7,10 grades track that as benchmarks - local measures also used. Districts often test more often than the state mandated grades so that information is also used to track results.

California is using a growth model. We have 6 population spans and a way of grouping schools so they are compared to similar schools (LAUSD is a category on its own) this kind of grouping seems to be more useful than comparing them all as one group. 
[Referring to the process or software that Li used to produce the report that was being passed around] Funding was offered to districts to get them interested in the evaluation process that allows tracking funding etc. – part of SIG III – funding five sites to use this system – will give them the data they need to make data based decisions.
Jacque Hyatt, ID:  Idaho is in the process of putting together a rubric of tools that will help districts – this tool would be a nice part of that. 
LW: if you see a discrepancy between what’s written in your grant and your current state needs we will work with you to revise. Give me a call, we’ll do a budget justification and figure out what’s best for the state’s unique needs – they change some times.

If you have carry-over money that’s funding an initiative that you’ve grown beyond, let’s talk. Need to rationalize the relationship to what you need to spend it on now. Year 1 funds need to be spend first, then year 2, etc. no cost extensions are only for 5 years at the longest so the year of the funds original release should be tracked – “first in - first out” Year one can not be transferred to year 6.
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